e product of a research project at Oxford University, it brings together data and
analysis on five major Western democracies and draws ten lessons for public policy. Public
policy is here understood to mean not just the work of governments and local authorities,
but also the activities of civil society and the wider public. It is hoped that these lessons
will stimulate useful debate, and not only in the five countries here compared.
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Preface

e reality of diversity should complement the first-order value of freedom. If there
were no diversity, there would be no alternatives for us to choose freely between. Since
people diﬀer, freedom will also naturally result in diversity.
Nonetheless, the rapidly growing cultural, religious, ethnic and linguistic diversity of
Western societies, mainly as a result of mass migration over more than half a century,
has produced challenges to our living together in freedom. is short report seeks to
suggest ways in which those challenges can best be addressed, so that we can find the
greatest possible freedom, not against or in spite of diversity, but precisely in diversity.
Numerous distinguished scholars, policymakers, writers and journalists, as well as
many institutions and funders, have contributed to the Oxford University project
upon which this publication draws. ey are listed in the Acknowledgements. We are
deeply grateful to them all, but we alone are responsible for the views expressed and
the recommendations made here.
Timothy Garton Ash
Edward Mortimer
Kerem Öktem
Oxford, August 2013.
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Introduction

Western societies – like all human societies – have always been diverse in many ways,
being composed of people of diﬀerent origins, languages, faiths and opinions. One
major source of diversity has been the arrival of successive waves of immigrants –
waves seldom absorbed without some degree of stress and even conflict, but which
have also enriched and developed the identities of both migrants and “hosts”. is
project focuses on one specific set of new diversities, derived from large-scale
immigration over the last five or six decades. We are fully conscious that there are
many other forms of diversity, including gender and sexual orientation, which it does
not address. It seeks to compare the experiences of five major liberal democracies
during this period, examining in particular the strategies that have been adopted with
the aim of integrating migrants and “postmigrants” (a term coined by Robert S. Leiken
to describe the children and grandchildren of immigrants, born in the “host country”)
into wider society, and of ensuring that people of diﬀerent cultures and backgrounds
can live together in peace and freedom. We have tried to use the words “migrants”
and “immigrants” only to refer to people who have themselves moved, during their
lifetime, from one country to another. Our broader concern is with the minorities
that have come into existence, or greatly increased, in these five countries as a result
of migration during the past two or three generations; and with the way they relate
to, and are regarded by, the wider societies around them.
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Figure 1: Inﬂow of migrants by country of origin, 2010

Source: OECD International Migration Database
Note: Percentage of inﬂow from each of the top
ten countries of origin represented as a
percentage of total inﬂow of migrants.
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Figure 2: Cities with largest communities of foreign-born residents, 2010
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Source: Migration Policy Institute
Note: While in the European case study countries, only London and Frankfurt have more than 25% foreign born
residents amongst the city population, this ‘hyper-diversity’ is now the norm in many of the United States’ major
cities, as well as in two cities in Canada.
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Figure 3: Share of foreign-born population and foreign population
among the total population, 2010

Source: OECD Migration International Database.
Note: The "foreign-born population" covers all persons
who have migrated from their country of birth to their
current country of residence. The "foreign population"
consists of persons who still have the nationality of their
home country. It may include persons born in the host
country but lacking citizenship.
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Figure 4: Hyper-diversity, the case of Toronto

Toronto’s foreign born population, 2001

Source: Migration Information Source, MPI, Canada Census 2001.
Note: In Toronto, 45% of the population in 2001 was foreign-born. The trend towards hyper-diversity has become
prevalent in a number of US and Canadian cities (and is conﬁrmed by the 2011 census data, which is not yet available
in the same level of detail).
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What’s new?
Although there have been large-scale migrations in the past (for example, to the
United States in the late 19th century), until 1948 Europe was a net exporter of
population. During that period, on both sides of the Atlantic there was a widespread
assumption of racial superiority. ese recent migrations, by contrast, have produced
an unprecedented growth in diversity, at a time when people in the West have been
coming to assume, at least in theory, that all human beings have equal rights. By 2010,
London, Paris, Toronto, and eight United States cities all had one million or more
foreign-born residents, while the proportion of the country’s population that was
foreign or foreign-born ranged from 14.6% in France to 25.3% in Canada. By 2011
no fewer than 51% of those living in Toronto were foreign-born, of whom one third
had arrived in Canada over the previous ten years.1 Twenty per cent of the German
population now has a “migrant history”, and every second child born in Hamburg has
a “migrant background”. Moreover, cheap travel and vastly improved communications
(the internet, satellite television, mobile phones) make it far easier than it was in the
past for people to remain in close touch with their countries of origin, with the result
that many second- or third-generation postmigrants still feel they belong to a wider
space than their country of residence, which may include the country of origin of
their parents or larger religious or cultural worlds (such as the Muslim world, the
Hellenic world or the Slavic world).
e political context of this mass migration into Western Europe and North America
is also new. In earlier periods there was little or no welfare state, and therefore less
scope for arguments about the relative contributions made, and benefits derived, by
diﬀerent sections of society. Nor was there democracy as we know it today. ere is
plenty of evidence that indigenous populations, or host societies, felt as negative about
newcomers in the past as they do today, but they may not have had the same sense of
“ownership” of the country. In any case it was usually easier for governments to ignore
their feelings, and to suppress any violent expression of those feelings without
significant political cost. Today, by contrast, we have the phenomenon of democratic
impatience: governments are subject to greater pressures, and expected to maintain
harmony, or social cohesion, in a fast-changing society. e results are constantly
measured, and oen found wanting, so that policy shis back and forth, sometimes
with unintended or perverse consequences. ese arguments have been sharpened,
in the last two decades, by attempts to restructure the welfare state with a view to
reducing its cost. Some European countries experienced a particular increase in
immigration in the 1970s, at a moment when the demand for labour was actually
13
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shrinking and governments were imposing tougher immigration controls. One major
cause of this was that hitherto single “guest workers” were given the right to bring in
their families. ey thereby transformed themselves, and their children, into longterm residents.
' '
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Figure 7: Percentage of Muslims in population, 2009
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Many
would argue that cultural and religious diﬀerences between the existing
!
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population
and the new minorities have been greater in this period than in the past.
!
In particular,
European societies which had hitherto been predominantly Christian
!
!
and were becoming more secular found themselves absorbing large numbers of
!

Muslims, who may now form as much as eight per cent of the population in France,
five per cent in Germany and three per cent in Britain (compare Figures 7 and 8).
While the second and third generations of these new communities have been growing
up in the West, much of the postcolonial Islamic world has experienced a strong
reassertion of the primacy of religion in social and political life, oen expressed as a
reaction against Western influence or domination; and this, moreover, is a time when
vastly improved and accelerated communications have made people far more aware
of events in other parts of the world. e result has been that many non-Muslims in
the West have come to regard Islam as a religion that embodies a particularly
14
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Figure
8: Religious diversity
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indigestible culture, harder to reconcile with the' Western
way of life than the traditions
brought by earlier waves of immigrants. However inaccurate this perception may be,
in such matters it is the perceptions themselves that count. If strong enough, they may
even become self-fulfilling prophecies.

In the United States this problem has not been so acute, partly because Muslims make
up a smaller percentage of migrants and postmigrants, and tend to be at or slightly
above the average in terms of socio-economic and educational standards. Also, since
the United States has a much more religious society, and one that has always been
open to multiple sects, the idea that people should express their religious beliefs and
identities in public is not controversial in itself, as it has become in more highly
15
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secularized European societies. Indeed, some Muslims have commented that they
find it easier to live among religious people of other religions than among atheists.
On the other hand, the public identification of Muslims with terrorism, and
consequent prejudice against them, is just as strong in the United States as elsewhere.

Five diﬀerent starting-points
e countries in this survey are five of the largest that are generally recognised as part
of the West, and all five have experienced large-scale immigration during the last halfcentury. In north-western Europe the post-war reconstruction boom created a large
number of urban job vacancies, which were filled initially by internal migration from
the countryside but soon sucked in workers from further afield – south Europeans
(including Turks) in Germany, North Africans in France, and in Britain people from
former colonies in the Caribbean and South Asia. In the early 1960s, the United States
too opened its doors to a massive wave of immigrants, aer a 40-year period of tight
controls, with the result that the number of first-generation immigrants living in the
United States quadrupled from 9.6m in 1970 to about 38m in 2007. In Canada, since
the Immigration Act was revised in 1967, immigrants have come overwhelmingly
from the developing world, and latterly in growing numbers from South Asia and
China.
Each of the five has reacted to immigration diﬀerently, not least because of attitudes
acquired during its earlier history. Most obviously, the United States and Canada, as
states founded by European settlers in North America, have from their beginnings
been “immigration countries”, subjectively as well as objectively, and have therefore
found it relatively easy to see new immigrants as continuing the national history and
making their own contributions to it. European countries, by contrast, have tended
to see their national identity as already fully formed – oen in the crucible of war,
ethnic cleansing, forced migration and genocide – and their history as what happened
in the past. is adds a challenge to absorbing diﬀerent cultural traditions imported
from other parts of the world. (e North American countries do, though, have
specific problems of their own – in relation to indigenous minorities, and, in the case
of the United States, a large African-American minority resulting from the slave trade
of previous centuries.)
ere are, however, other historical fault-lines dividing countries from each other,
both within Europe and within North America.
16
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Germans by the 20th century had come to think of themselves as a single people,
defined not only by a common language and geographical space but also by heredity.
Nationality was conferred not by birth within the national territory but by jus
sanguinis, being passed down through generations from parent to child. us people
of German stock living in eastern Europe, and as far away as the Volga, were seen as
members of the German nation with the right to settle in Germany as full citizens –
a right that many of them exercised when the Soviet bloc dissolved in 1989-91.
By contrast, the other four countries in our group have all traditionally adhered to jus
soli, under which anyone born within the territory of a state is automatically a citizen
of it, with the same legal rights and obligations as other citizens. In other respects,
however, they diﬀer. France and the United States both use their education systems
to inculcate a strong sense of national identity based on a civic culture of loyalty to
the state and its institutions. But whereas in the United States, the local culture allowed
this to coexist with a wide variety of ethnic identities, usually associated with countries
of origin (the concept of “hyphenated Americans”), France saw national identity as
having a strong cultural component, and expected its citizens to think and act in a
distinctively French way. Also, while both set great store by the separation of church
and state, they interpret secularism in very diﬀerent ways. e United States excludes
religion from state or state-funded activities but allows – even expects – its citizens
to have strong religious aﬃliations which may dominate their voluntary activities.
France has a strong culture of laïcité, which is secular but does not prevent the French
state from funding religious schools or religious social and cultural activities. In
addition there are strong anticlerical forces in French society, which are actively
opposed to any attempt by religious organizations to influence public policy.
Britain and Canada diﬀer from both these models in having a more pluralistic
understanding of their own history and national identity, derived not from first
principles but, pragmatically, from experience and necessity. Even the oﬃcial name
of the British state – the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland –
implies the coexistence of separate nations within a single polity. e very words
Britain and British came into general use in the 18th century as part of a largely
conscious eﬀort to allow Scottish (and to a lesser extent Welsh) subjects to feel loyalty
to the Union without having to identify themselves as English. In Canada there was
the additional need to win the loyalty of French Canadians, by recognising their
separate identity and culture while discouraging any close connection with France.
Both countries had also achieved a degree of national harmony through religious
17
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toleration, gradually expanded to give equal rights to members of diﬀerent Christian
denominations, and in due course non-Christian faiths, although Britain has retained
separate established churches in England and Scotland, even aer disestablishing them
in Wales and Northern Ireland.

Policies tried, and mistakes made
ese diﬀerent patterns may partially explain diﬀerences in policy among the five
countries, but they should not be exaggerated or oversimplified. In all five,
governments have reacted to mass immigration and its societal consequences in
diﬀerent ways at diﬀerent times, experimenting with diﬀerent approaches which have
seldom been applied as coherently or consistently as rhetoric might suggest. All have
confronted similar dilemmas – economic arguments for immigration versus political
ones against it; peaceful coexistence of diverse communities versus their freedom to
insult each other; the rights of established citizens versus the need for special eﬀorts
to assist postmigrants and promote integration – and none can claim to have resolved
them in a complete or permanent way. Each has been humbled in some degree by
recent failures of integration, and all may be more willing now than in the past to study
what the others have done, with a view to learning lessons both positive and negative.
Such, at least, is the premise of this study, and the process to which it aims to contribute.
Figures 9 to 11 compare the policy performance and openness of the five countries
on the main issues aﬀecting integration. is is necessarily an approximate and
somewhat subjective exercise – though it is striking that on almost all indicators
Canada scores better than the other four. What follows is a brief attempt to describe
the diﬀerent approaches that have been tried, but it too can only be a cursory overview.
Initially, governments were either oblivious of the profound social changes that mass
immigration would bring or, notably in Germany, believed they could avoid them by
admitting workers who were not supposed or expected to become permanent
residents, under bilateral recruitment agreements with sending countries. Indeed,
Germany made eﬀorts to ensure that these Gastarbeiter (guest-workers) and their
children kept in touch with the language and culture of their countries of origin.
Workers were usually admitted on short-term visas, and expected to return home –
to be replaced by compatriots – when these expired. is, however, did not suit
employers, who preferred to keep workers they had already trained rather than start
over. As a result, by the early 1970s, when the oil shock caused a sudden contraction
of the labour market and the recruitment agreements came to an end, Germany had
18
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unintentionally acquired a large resident population of foreigners. ey were not
oﬀered German citizenship, but many of them, and notably many Turks, opted to stay
in the country and were allowed by new legal provisions to bring their families to join
them. But the policy of homeland orientation in education continued. Some of these
migrants and postmigrants developed a hybrid culture which contained Turkish – or
in some cases Kurdish – as well as German elements. Some also availed themselves of
greater freedom in Germany than then prevailed in Turkey to organize Islamic
political groups – especially when German state agencies still expected that most
Turks would eventually return to Turkey.

Figure 9: Policy performance according to the
Migration Policy Index (MIPEX) in 2010

According to the MIPEX key indicators (access to residence, citizenship, labour markets, education, political
participation and anti-discrimination), the USA and Canada are classiﬁed as slightly favourable in their policies
towards immigrants and immigration. The European case study countries (France, Germany and the UK) are deemed
slightly unfavourable, mostly due to more restrictive policies in terms of access to labour markets, citizenship and
residence rights. The suggestion of slightly more immigrant-friendly policies in the USA (and also in Scandinavia)
and slightly less immigrant-friendly policies in most European countries is largely supported by the relevant literature.
At the same time, many observers of migration policy have also challenged the view of immigrant-friendly
Scandinavian policies (or for that matter southern countries such as Spain, Portugal and Italy). They argue that
formal policies may be welcoming, but the everyday experience of immigrants in these countries may in fact be as
frequently shaped by precarious living conditions, an unwelcoming society and anti-immigrant violence as in
countries such as the UK or Germany, which have long-standing immigrant communities and support networks for
immigrants in place.
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Figures 10 and 11: Policy performance and openness to immigration
(MIPEX), 2010
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Both charts compare the performance of the ﬁve countries in terms of the seven MIPEX policy areas. Canada tends
to have the most inclusive policies towards immigrants, with the exception of political participation where the UK
and Germany fare better, particularly in terms of representation of immigrants in political parties and decisionmaking bodies. In Germany, however, this has less to do with inclusive policies than with high levels of politicisation
among some immigrant communities. France and Germany have the least inclusive policies towards immigrants
and fare worst in terms of anti-discrimination eﬀorts.
MIPEX is based on the evaluation of seven policy areas:
Labour market mobility: Equal opportunities for access to employment, absence of discriminating barriers,
dedicated support for immigrant jobseekers.
Family reunion: Family reunion as a right based on a broad deﬁnition of the category, absence of policies to impede
family reunion and the immigration of spouses.
Education: School programmes dedicated to the needs of immigrants, language support, empowerment of
educators and administrators.
Political participation: As close to equal political rights as possible (before acquisition of citizenship), election rights
in municipal elections, existence of elected consultative bodies for immigrants and high representation in formal
political bodies (mostly after citizenship).
Long term residence: As a status attained before citizenship, the more rights long term residency entails, the better
it prepares for citizenship.
Access to citizenship: Straightforward process of acquisition after a limited period of legal residence, citizenship as
a right rather than a favour, citizenship tests and standardised language tests with targeted group support.
Anti-discrimination: Legal, administrative and political eﬀorts to discourage (penalise) discrimination of immigrants
and members of minorities, a public awareness of discrimination and its negative eﬀects on social cohesion.

In France and the United States, the state initially saw no reason to make special
provision for the new waves of immigrants or their descendants. Each applied its
particular model of national identity and civic culture as described above. us the
United States acquired new minorities, whose members were le to become
Americans in their own way, as earlier waves of immigrants had done before them.
But while regular immigration became much easier aer 1965, and those who arrived
by this route have generally been accepted as new US citizens without too much
diﬃculty, there is intense and bitter debate about the large number of irregular,
“undocumented” or “illegal” immigrants (the terminology itself is hotly contested)
who now form a significant part of the workforce: should they be sent home, or benefit
from an “amnesty”, or be allowed to remain on suﬀerance, with an ill-defined legal
status? For many years, stalemate between supporters of the first two solutions resulted
in perpetuation of the third, even though few, if any, of those involved in these debates
regard it as desirable in principle. France has tended to emphasize an assimilationist
policy at the level of national politics, while at times incorporating multicultural
elements (especially in local and regional settings), developing a conception of France
and French culture which reflects a Mediterranean world view (hence seeing an
Islamic and North African heritage as internal to France), and occasionally, especially
in more recent years, seeking to incorporate more “Anglo-American” notions of antiracism and racial equality. In Britain, meanwhile, it was le largely to local authorities
21
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to identify new communities that had sprung up in their cities, to decide who
represented them and to make such special provision for them as seemed necessary,
for instance by printing leaflets in various languages to explain local regulations or
services. At the national level perhaps the most widely noticed accommodation in the
1970s was the Motor-Cycle Crash Helmets (Religious Exemption) Act 1976, which
exempted Sikhs from the law requiring motorcyclists to wear crash helmets. is was
generally acclaimed as a triumph of British pragmatism.
Authorities in all these four countries were slow to acknowledge how mass
immigration had rendered their societies multicultural in a sense that previously they
were not (although the change was more radical in this respect for the European
countries than for the United States). Canada, by contrast, recognised this at a
relatively early stage and adopted a set of policies to deal with it, pioneering the use
of the term “multiculturalism.” is sought to help all cultural groups contribute to
Canada by removing barriers to their participation in society and encouraging
interactions among them, as well as helping all immigrants acquire either French or
English language skills. Critics of this policy have oen argued that such an approach
undercuts the sense of belonging to the nation as a whole, and at times encourages
the creation of ethnic enclaves or the concentration of ethnic groups in a particular
area. One might therefore expect Canada’s urban immigrants to anchor their sense
of belonging either beyond Canada’s borders or at the more micro-level of the city or
neighbourhood. However, a number of surveys have revealed that these immigrants
identify most strongly with Canada as their nation. In 2006, 87% of immigrants
surveyed in Canada’s three biggest cities – Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver –
reported that they felt a “very strong” or “somewhat strong” sense of attachment to
the Canadian nation, more so than to their city (81%), province (78%), or country of
origin (66%). is figure is much higher than corresponding ones recorded among
immigrants in the United States.
More research needs to be done on why exactly this is so. No doubt there are as many
reasons for belonging as there are immigrants. But one possible explanation is that,
by encouraging immigrants to feel that they and their cultural background are
embraced in the Canadian context, Canada’s “multiculturalist” policy may have
succeeded in creating a sense of Canadian attachment among them, and thus made it
possible to combine broad and genuine diversity with a strong sense that all belong
to a shared national state. (Of course, at the same time the past generation has seen a
rise in Québécois nationalism and the threat of secession.)
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In Europe, and to a lesser extent in the United States, the term multiculturalism has
also been widely used, but without any clear or consistent definition. In the winter of
2010-11, the German Chancellor, the French President and the British Prime Minister
all took it upon themselves to declare, in quick succession, that multiculturalism had
failed, or was dead. What they were drawing attention to was really the failure of
integration in parts of their societies, where culturally distinct “parallel societies” had
evolved, composed of people who had relatively little contact with the wider society
around them, sometimes not speaking its language, sometimes cultivating diﬀerent
values and even obeying diﬀerent laws. What these failures may reflect, in some cases,
is a mixture of well-meant but ill-thought-out tolerance of diversity and not-so-benign
neglect. National and especially local authorities had oen felt they should not
interfere with the internal dynamics of “communities” they neither knew nor
understood, and which may not initially have existed in the form that they imagined;
and preferred to deal with them through self-appointed “community leaders”, some
of whom were actively promoted by the state in its search for interlocuteurs valables.
at policy, which had indeed failed, is a version of multiculturalism and may have
been what the national leaders who condemned multiculturalism had in mind. Yet
their words were widely interpreted as signifying an abandonment of all attempts to
recognise and manage diversity within European societies, even as a denial of the
reality of diversity or a promise to reverse it. e ensuing debate showed that, at least
in a European context, the term multiculturalism is used in many diﬀerent ways,
meaning diﬀerent things to diﬀerent people and in diﬀerent countries. Is it an
ideology? a set of policies? a social reality? In the end it confuses more than it clarifies.
We have therefore decided not to engage in this increasingly sterile debate, but instead
to concentrate on identifying policies and approaches that will enable democratic
societies to combine diversity with freedom.
Reacting to these failures, public opinion and governments have turned towards a
stronger emphasis on civic integration and national identity. Instead of taking it for
granted that new citizens would abide by the basic principles necessary for peaceful
coexistence within a free society – the rule of law, respect for individual rights,
legitimacy of duly elected authorities, settlement of disputes by discussion and vote
rather than violence – states have started to demand explicit acceptance of these
principles, and also to define their national values in more detail, insisting that wouldbe citizens demonstrate knowledge and acceptance of these before being admitted.
e caricature version of this is the “Tebbit test”, named aer Norman Tebbit, a British
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cabinet minister who, in the 1980s, complained that British citizens of Caribbean
origin were cheering for the West Indies rather than England in international cricket
matches. He did not actually suggest that support for national sporting teams should
be made a condition of citizenship. But many states – including, at diﬀerent times and
in diﬀerent forms, all five of those under consideration – have in the meantime
introduced more reasonable tests that people wishing to become citizens are required
to take, as well as ceremonies to mark the admission of successful candidates into the
national community. e content and value of these tests and ceremonies will be
considered in Lesson ree below.

Purpose of the report
Our aim in this report is modest. We do not claim to have made any new discoveries.
Rather, we started by surveying a large body of research and reflection by others. A
team led by Kerem Öktem prepared a series of indicators based on such sources as
the comparative Migration Policy Index (MIPEX), and quantitative survey data,
including the OECD’s International Migration Outlook and the Continuous Reporting
System on Migration. Many of these indicators are included as Figures in this report.
We have also sought to build on the Council of Europe report Living Together:
Combining Diversity and Freedom in 21st Century Europe, to which two of us –
Timothy Garton Ash and Edward Mortimer – contributed.2 In early summer 2013,
we gathered a distinguished group of scholars, policymakers, writers and journalists
specialising in our five countries for a major conference in Oxford, and we have
benefited greatly from their contributions. e conference programme, the complete
set of Indicators, and a number of Analyses by contributors to the conference are all
available on the project website,3 as is this report in pdf format.
From this body of research and debate we have tried to distil a few clear lessons for
public policy – meaning not only the policies of national governments, or indeed of
international organizations, but also those of a wide range of other actors in the public
arena, whose words and actions may oen have as great or even greater consequences
for those living together in free societies. Such actors are enumerated in the Council
of Europe report,4 which also gives some concrete examples of actions taken by people
or groups in each category. ey include local authorities, churches and other religious
groups, civil society or voluntary organizations more generally, celebrities and role
models, employers, trade unions, mass media (both old and new) and, probably most
important of all, educators.
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e fact that there are ten lessons may prompt some readers to think of the Ten
Commandments. Self-evidently, these are nothing of the kind. ey make no claim
to be comprehensive. ere are many vital areas of policy, such as housing, welfare
systems, freedom of expression and worship, and, not least, immigration policy itself,
which we do not cover at all. Rather, we have only addressed an issue when we felt a
clear lesson emerged from our enquiry.
We understand, of course, that there are no “one size fits all” solutions. Each country
is diﬀerent. Policymakers need to be open-minded and flexible, to listen to all
stakeholders and to take careful account of all the particular circumstances in which
a given policy might be applied. ey also need to recognize that all globalised and
economically advanced societies are immigration societies, and that immigration,
integration and the formation of identities are, and always have been, messy processes
of negotiation and struggle, in the course of which societies are changed. American
history, as described by the historian Gary Gerstle, is an eloquent example of such
“transformational incorporation”, in which “newcomers claim America for themselves
and if necessary change it to make it their home” – a process involving “lots of conflict
and ugliness over a long period of time”, but one through which the United States
went from being “Anglo-Saxon” to “Judeo-Christian”, and may now be transforming
itself again to incorporate a Latino identity. Gerstle admits that he does not know
whether this is “generalizable to other countries”, but Europeans may be well advised
to hope so. ey need to realise that their societies were never truly homogeneous,
but have been, and continue to be, constantly reshaped and re-defined, despite all
eﬀorts to create and maintain clear and permanent markers of national identity. e
messiness of the process – in which, of course, the identity of migrants and
postmigrants is also subject to constant change – must be taken as a given, and a
balance found between pragmatism on matters of detail and a principled stand on
essentials, with a recognition that even the definition of the latter may change with
the passage of time. (Who would have thought for instance, as little as 30 years ago,
that the right of same-sex couples to marry would come to be seen as an essential
manifestation of equality in Western liberal societies?) Only thus can we begin to
shape the process and bring some order into it, with benefits for immigrants,
postmigrants and indigenous populations.
In a seminal article published in 2007,5 the Harvard political scientist Robert Putnam
argued that, while ethnic diversity is, on balance and in the long run, an important
social asset, in the short-to-medium run “immigration and ethnic diversity challenge
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social solidarity and inhibit social capital”. In other words, during and aer periods
of mass immigration and rapidly increasing diversity the stakes of public policy are
very high. If these processes are well managed, a society can in time emerge from
them greatly enriched, with the prospect of more interesting and rewarding lives for
all its members. But the processes themselves can involve a lot of pain and trauma, as
trust declines not only between groups but even among members of the same group.
It follows that, if the processes are not well managed, the result can be a fragmented
society full of resentful and alienated people, who are less willing to engage in
collective voluntary activities and contribute to the public good.
Our fear is that a number of developments referred to above – the cumulative eﬀect
of immigration itself and failed policy responses to it, but also globalisation, the
restructuring of the welfare state, the more precarious position of the West, the
presence of some extreme and violent forms of Islamism and (since 2008) a seemingly
unending economic crisis – may have increased the danger of an unhappy outcome.
Freedom and diversity have come to be viewed in many quarters as in acute tension,
if not irreconcilable. To prevent this misapprehension from becoming self-fulfilling,
it is vital to make the right diagnosis and apply the right remedies. We therefore ask
the question: What can we do to ensure that freedom and diversity not only do not
become irreconcilable but actually reinforce each other, so that as our societies become
more diverse they become not less but actually more free? e ten lessons set out below
are oﬀered as a contribution to an answer.
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Lesson One: The importance of citizenship

Free societies must manage the actual inflow of migrants better than they have done
in the past. How exactly they should do that is a vital and complex question. Since
demographic and other circumstances vary significantly between our five countries,
we do not pretend to oﬀer any general prescription for immigration policy as such.
Rather, our first lesson concerns the large number of people of migrant background
who have been resident in a country for a long time, oen having children born there,
but are not citizens of it. e overwhelming preoccupation in the United States is with
the legal or illegal status of these people, which is determined by the route and
circumstances of the original migration. But we believe that in the case of long-term
residents the problems are essentially the same in either case. What should be our first
guiding principle in relation to such people?
Figure 12 shows that between 2000 and 2010 Canada admitted nearly 70 new citizens
for every thousand that it already had, while the figures for our other four countries
are all below 30, and in Germany’s case below 20. e pie charts in Figure 13 show
that the proportion of citizens among the foreign-born population varies from 73%
in Canada to as low as 42% in the UK.
is is a matter of concern. Citizenship of a state does not, of course, guarantee full
inclusion or integration in a society. ere are many examples of people who are
citizens but still feel excluded and marginalised, or live – by choice or otherwise –
isolated within their own communities. But several recent studies show that
citizenship, without being a panacea, can play a valuable role in helping immigrants
to become willing and useful members of society in their new country of residence.
A 2011 joint study by OECD and the European Commission points to a strong
correlation between citizenship and labour market access, particularly in the public
sector.6 In the same vein, the director of the Migration Policy Group, Jan Niessen,
argues that citizenship of migrants strengthens trust in institutions, and is a
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prerequisite “for the legitimacy of the democratic political systems of Europe’s
increasingly diverse societies.” He suggests that the lack of citizenship results in
migrants’ concerns not being considered suﬃciently by political parties, and hence
turns them into objects rather than subjects of policy. “Integrating migrants into civic
life and political participation”, he adds, “thus enhances their civic participation and
social responsibility but also the eﬀective implementation of policies.”7 In other words,
citizenship can be a valuable tool for integrating newcomers into society. is has
clearly been understood by the Mayor of Hamburg, Olaf Scholz, from whom
individual
non-German residents of the city receive signed letters urging them to
' ''
become
German citizens and providing them with information on how to do so.
'
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Note:
! This chart shows the degree to which citizenship acquisitions have contributed to increases in the population
between
2000 and 2010 as a proportion of the population in each country in 2000. It can also be read as an indicator
!
for! relative inclusivity and the eﬀort of the host society to fully enfranchise large portions of the immigrant
communities.
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Some
confusion arises, however, when – as is increasingly the case – states present
!
citizenship
as a reward for, or certificate of, successful integration, requiring residents
'
to 'demonstrate that they have achieved this before they can become citizens. is may
!
deter
them from applying for citizenship, or at least delay their acquisition of it, and
!
! thus defeat its own object by delaying or impeding the integration process itself,
can
!
maintaining
a large body of foreign residents who do not enjoy full civic rights.8 e
!
example
of Canada also suggests a strong correlation between openness and
!
!
inclusiveness
demonstrated by the state and its institutions on the one hand, and a
!
positive
identification among immigrants as Canadian.
!
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Figure 13: Share of citizens among foreign-born population, 2010
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It seems an obvious point, but the more openness
you demonstrate, the more
'
''
!
!
immigrants feel welcome. e more hurdles you erect, the more suspicion you convey,
and the less migrants will be inclined to identify with their country of residence.
As between tool and reward, we would therefore prefer the former. But we would go
further and argue that, for all long-term residents, citizenship should be considered
a democratic right.
e founding principle of democracy is, aer all, that the government is chosen by
the governed; that all who have to live under the law should have a share in choosing
the lawmakers. If large numbers of them are disenfranchised by being denied
citizenship there is a greater risk of them being treated in an arbitrary way. e claim
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of the state to be democratic is also weakened, as are the chances that these long-term
residents of migrant origin will fully identify with it. erefore our first lesson is that
All long-term residents in a democratic state should be citizens of that state.
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Lesson Two: The acquisition and obligations
0f citizenship

A healthy democracy is composed of active and law-abiding citizens. With this in
mind, in recent years states have tended increasingly to make explicit requirements
of those who wish to become citizens, and to set tests to establish whether they fulfil
those requirements or not. For an indicative summary of tests used in our five casestudy countries, see Figure 14. Behind this lies the desire to make sure that new
citizens understand that citizenship brings with it obligations as well as rights, and
that they are both able and willing to fulfil those obligations. is desire is in itself
very reasonable, but of course it applies to all citizens, not only new ones. e point
of asking new citizens to pass tests must be to establish that they share some basic
knowledge and understanding, which those who are already citizens can be assumed
to possess.
Unhappily, this assumption is far from being self-evidently correct. Even well educated
citizens who take the tests very oen fail. As Bridget Anderson of the Centre on
Migration, Policy and Society at Oxford University points out, many native-born
citizens of modern democracies fail to reach the standard of good citizenship that is
required of foreigners seeking to become citizens. Unlike foreigners, they cannot be
rejected, but are oen excluded in other ways, notably by rhetoric which emphasizes
the rights of “taxpayers” (thereby excluding welfare claimants, dependent spouses,
etc.). us by looking at citizenship through immigration spectacles we emphasize its
more formal aspects, and avoid thinking about these “failed citizens” in our midst.
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Figure 14: Citizenship tests
FRANCE

GERMANY

UNITED
KINGDOM

1. What is
tested
in the
citizenship
test?

French history
society and
culture. values of
the republic.
rights and
obligations of
citizens of
France.

Important
historical dates.
Administrative
structure of the
Federal republic
Basic principles
of democracy.
Europe.
National symbols.
Gender equality.

Most important
national days.
Basic legal
regulations and
administrative
structure.
General
knowledge
about how life in
the UK works.

2. When
was it
introduced?

2011, and revised
in 2012.

2004 by Baden
Württemberg
(ﬁrst only for
Muslims), 2008
at the federal
level for all
applicants

“Life in the UK”
test introduced
under the
Nationality,
Immigration and
Asylum Act in
2002.

3. Who
administers
the test
and the
procedure?

Civil servant in
the oﬃce of the
‘préfét’,
the state’s
representative
in the
département.

Test is
administered
after attending a
course in test
centres working
on behalf of the
local authority

Administered by
a private
company on
behalf of the UK
Borders Agency.

CANADA

UNITED
STATES

right to vote and
run for elected
oﬃce. Election
procedures,
citizen rights and
responsibilites.
Canadian social,
cultural history
and political
history. Physical
and political
geography.

US history,
traditions,
basics of US
government.

1947 by the
Canadian
Citizenship Act.
The current
version of the
test was
introduced in
2010.

Introduced in
1986 under the
Immigration
reform and
Control Act.

Citizenship and
Immigration
Canada, a federal
government
body.

The United
States
Citizenship and
Immigration
Services agency.

Source: Open access data and citizenship literature.

It is tempting to suggest that native-born citizens as well as immigrants be required
to take the tests. Could not all residents of a country be required to pass a citizenship
test before they are allowed to vote – just as they have to pass a driving test before
they are allowed to drive? is might be an attractive suggestion in theory, but would
be politically unacceptable, not least because it could be seen as a step away from
universal suﬀrage. Instead, the problem should be addressed through improvements
in our national education systems, which are the subject of Lesson Four. But the point
should be borne in mind by those who design and set citizenship tests. It is certainly
reasonable to ask people applying for citizenship to declare explicitly that they wish
to become active and law-abiding citizens. Beyond that, while tests do have a value in
drawing new citizens’ attention to the content of citizenship and its obligations, they
should not become, or be seen as, arbitrary and discriminatory hurdles, making
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citizenship more diﬃcult to acquire and resulting in the exclusion of large numbers
of residents from the body politic.
As a general rule, citizenship tests are designed for new immigrants – that is, those
who apply for citizenship aer a relatively short qualifying period of residence (usually
about five years). Should they also be used for people who have already lived in a
country for a long time but have not yet become citizens – for instance those who
came to Germany as “guest-workers” in the 1960s or 70s? Can such people be expected
to attend language classes and take a citizenship test when they have already lived and
worked in the country for 30 years? In such instances there may be a case for an
“amnesty”, dispensing people from the test if they can establish that they have lived
in the country for a certain number of years. Yet there is also a strong argument for
asking them to take the test as a way of establishing whether they need language classes
or other forms of assistance to enable them to enjoy the full benefits of citizenship
and to make a greater positive contribution to society.
Overall, tests should be relatively simple and encouraging, rather than setting high
bars which are unattainable for immigrants with only basic education or skills. What
is important in all cases is that failing the test should not be the end of the story,
resulting in permanent denial of citizenship to people who will remain as residents
in the country. ere must be an active policy to remedy whatever failures of
knowledge or understanding the test reveals, by organizing special classes for those
who fail and allowing them to re-sit the test aer a short time.
With or without tests, accession to citizenship should be treated as a matter for
celebration, both by the new citizens themselves and by the community they are
joining. It should be marked by an appropriate ceremony – one that makes the new
citizen feel welcome and included, rather than intimidated, excluded or unwelcome.
is is how one of the authors of this report, Kerem Öktem, describes his experience
of the diﬀerence (albeit a narrowing one) between becoming a citizen in Germany
and in the UK:
•

In Germany, ceremonies used to take place within the local authorities that
organized citizenship, sometimes with a speech by the civil servant in charge
of the individual’s file. In the Bezirksamt of Prenzlauer Berg (Berlin) in 2000,
this oﬃcial embarked on a long speech, which he concluded by saying that
today “you are starting a new life, you are born again as German”. is
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statement was made as a digression by the civil servant, in a council oﬃce
where most of the applicants were ethnic German immigrants from Russia.
More recently, ceremonies have become more formal, with an oath of
allegiance, and are attended by local dignitaries such as mayors or councillors
who seek to create a welcoming atmosphere for the new Germans.
•

In Britain, the ceremony is a formal event organized by the county or city
council and led by the Lord Lieutenant or other dignitary. As in Germany, the
ceremonies are locally organized, so they diﬀer significantly from place to place
and incorporate local history and culture. Yet they all include a speech by a
dignitary on the county or city, the contributions immigrants have made and
can make, and a welcome to the new citizens into their community (not
national, but local). ere is also an oath of allegiance to the Queen and her
successors, and a pledge of loyalty to the United Kingdom including respect
for its rights and freedoms: “I will uphold its democratic values. I will observe
its laws faithfully and fulfil my duties and obligations as a British citizen.” At
the end of the ceremony, sandwiches and tea are served and the new citizens
receive a welcome pack which includes the passport application.

Our general conclusion is that citizenship ceremonies are very desirable, particularly
when they really are about welcoming immigrants into the polity. e guiding
principle for both tests and ceremonies should be that
New citizens must be made welcome in their new country, and be willing to
contribute to its success.
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Lesson Three: Dual citizenship

When residents in a country are not citizens of that country, it is oen because they
hold the citizenship of another state and are not willing to renounce it. Diﬀerent
countries have diﬀerent traditions on this point. France and Britain have traditionally
taken a relaxed view of the matter, being normally content for their citizens to hold
the nationality of another state, while stipulating that they could not then avail
themselves of French or British protection when on the territory of that state. By
contrast the United States for a long time considered that it was entitled to expect
exclusive loyalty from its citizens, and that allowing new citizens to retain citizenship
of another country would impede their integration into their new homeland. To this
day, under legislation originating in an Act of 1795, an alien who becomes a US citizen
is required to “declare, on oath, that I absolutely and entirely renounce and abjure all
allegiance and fidelity to any foreign prince, potentate, state or sovereignty of whom
or which I have heretofore been a subject or citizen”. Since 1967, however, this oath
has been rendered virtually meaningless by the Supreme Court’s ruling, in Afroyim v.
Rusk, that a US citizen will not lose his citizenship by acquiring foreign citizenship,
so long as he does not express an explicit intent to relinquish his US citizenship.9 is
eﬀectively legalised dual citizenship.
Current legislation and practice in our five countries are summarized in Figure 15. It
can be seen that, despite changes in the law in 2000, Germany is, at this writing, the
most restrictive of the five. Dual citizenship remains illegal, but there are so many
exceptions that the denial of German citizenship applies in practice mainly to Turkish
citizens. Indeed, according to one well-informed source, more than 50% of
applications are allowed as ‘exceptions’, which makes this a very odd kind of rule. Both
the Social Democrats and the Greens have come out in favour of full legalization of
dual citizenship. In July 2013, the Bundesrat (the upper house of the federal
parliament, representing the Länder) proposed a bill which would abolish the
35

FrEEDOM IN DIvErSITy

requirement that naturalised aliens renounce their previous citizenship, as well as the
“option system” for children born in Germany to resident foreign parents, thereby
legalising dual and multiple citizenship.10

Figure 15: Dual Citizenship in the Case Study Countries
FRANCE

GERMANY

yes

No in principle. There are, however,
many exceptions (EU citizens, countries
that do not rescind citizenship, US). In
practice, the ban on dual citizenship
tends to exclude mostly Turkish citizens,
who - unlike e.g. Iranians - can give up
their citizenship, but often do not wish
to do so for reasons of emotional
attachment or inheritance rights.
Interestingly, the ‘option system’ has
introduced a form of temporary dual
citizenship, wherein all children born in
Germany to a resident parent
automatically acquire German
citizenship, but then have to renounce
their parents’ nationality between the
ages of 18-23. If they fail to do so, they
lose their German nationality.

Is dual
citizenship
permissible?

Since when?

Dual
citizenship
has never
been
outlawed in
principle.

Background

Ius Soli.

Until the Nationality Act of 2000, dual
citizenship was tacitly accepted, but
since 2000, many naturalised Germans,
who had since reapplied for their Turkish
passports, lost their German citizenship.

UNITED
UNITED
CANADA
KINGDOM
STATES

yes

yes

No
restrictions
since the
British
Nationality
Act of 1948

Citizenship
Act of 1977.

Ius Sanguinis (citizenship by blood line)
Commonuntil 2000, since then the elements of Ius wealth
citizenship.
Soli, with the highly contested option
model.

Commonwealth
citizenship.

yes

Dual
citizenship is
legal, at least
since the
Supreme
Court ruling
Afroyim v.
rusk of 1967.
restrictions
for high
government
oﬃcials
needing
security
clearance.
Ius Soli.

Source: Open access data and citizenship literature.

Meanwhile, many of the main countries of origin of migrants which formerly banned
dual citizenship, such as Mexico, now permit and even encourage it. Since states are
sovereign, they will always have the option of requiring their citizens to renounce the
nationality of another state in the event of war with that state (though it is doubtful
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how eﬀective this would be, since any actual agent of a foreign power could
presumably go through the motions of renouncing citizenship of that power whenever
necessary). Happily, the fear that dual citizens would act as a kind of fih column,
exploiting their citizenship of one state to advance the policies or interests of another
state, appears increasingly anachronistic. Few if any significant problems of “divided
loyalty” have been reported in any of the four countries where dual citizenship is
permitted. It has been observed that members of diaspora communities who retain
the citizenship of their countries of origin do not always vote for the most enlightened
parties or policies in those countries. But we are not aware of any comprehensive study
of the extent of this phenomenon, or how far it may be counterbalanced by others
who import liberal values from their new homeland into the politics of their old one.
(e subject merits, we feel, further investigation.) In any case it would be folly for
receiving countries to imagine that they could or should influence the politics of
sending ones by forcing people to choose one citizenship over the other. eir proper
concern is with the successful management of diversity within their own societies,
and for this we believe the option of dual citizenship has clear advantages.
Citizenship and nationality are legal terms, and in a democracy they are normally
synonymous. eir relationship with national identity – a subjective concept – is less
clear. What is by now generally accepted and understood is that people have multiple,
overlapping identities, and that these can include a subjective identification with more
than one nation or state. Many people also have good practical reasons for wishing to
retain the citizenship of a state other than the one they currently live in. ose who
are forced to choose between nationalities will almost inevitably feel alienated and
find it harder to integrate. Many will prefer to retain their nationality of origin, thereby
excluding themselves from the democratic process in the state where they live.
Conversely, by permitting dual citizenship in such cases a state can signify its
openness, and thus make it easier for individuals to integrate into the surrounding
society.
And so our third lesson, following from the first and second, is very simple:
Citizenship of another country should not prevent people being citizens of the
country where they live.
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Too oen today, education is presented as though its sole function were to equip
people for economic activity. at would surprise the founders of the French and
American public education systems, to name but two. eir aim was, rather, to ensure
the unity of their respective nations, and the eﬀective functioning of their institutions,
by forming a society of well educated citizens with a shared civic culture. An
alternative, more liberal, approach would see education’s primary purpose as being
to ensure that individuals can develop their full potential to lead meaningful lives, by
giving them the opportunities and the framework they will need. But that too includes
playing their part as full members of a democratic society, with all the attendant rights
and responsibilities.
Education therefore has a vital civic function: it should equip children to be active
citizens, teaching them to respect the law and to understand democracy, as well as
imbuing them with a sense of pride in being part of an inclusive society, whose
members respect each other and are open to new ideas and associations. Such notions
of civic pride and responsibility, rooted in the values of inclusivity, liberality and
respect for others, should permeate the school curriculum – especially, of course, the
teaching of social sciences and history – and, even more importantly, the mind-set of
teachers and head teachers. Failures in this respect are easily transmitted from one
generation to the next. erefore, it is essential that those who face diﬃculties within
the school system – underachievers and those who risk becoming drop-outs or
delinquents – receive special attention. For current levels of achievement in
intercultural education in our five countries, see Figures 16 to 19.
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Figure
16: Intercultural education achievement levels in the case study countries
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aims to measure student success around the world and inspire policies to improve education scores. The students
tested by PISA are aged between 15 years and 3 months and 16 years and 2 months at the beginning of the
assessment period. To fulﬁl OECD requirements, each country must draw a sample of at least 5,000 students. The
score is the average of all student scores in each country. The average score among OECD countries was 500 points
and the standard deviation was 100 points.
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ree subjects are particularly important in this context:
•

First, children must be equipped to communicate with their fellow citizens in
the main language or languages of the society, which will normally also be the
oﬃcial language or languages of the state. Language proficiency is essential for
participation in wider society and for the exercise of citizenship rights and
duties.
As with any other subject, schools achieve best results when they follow a
needs-oriented approach that seeks to develop diﬀerentiated strategies for each
disadvantaged group. If there are only limited levels of proficiency in the
national language among a certain group of pupils, additional resources need
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to be made available for teaching it. is is not something that can always be
le to the local level, because schools which educate children from
disadvantaged communities are oen located in disadvantaged areas and suﬀer
from underfunding. Both public and private funders (including, for instance,
local employers) have a responsibility to overcome this problem. Deciding to
allocate funding from state or provincial resources, or from company profits,
for extra language tuition for pupils of immigrant background may not be easy
in a time of austerity. It is a matter of priorities, and therefore a test of
leadership.
e teaching of country-of-origin languages is also valuable, since it empowers
children of immigrant backgrounds, strengthening their self-esteem and their
ability to play a role within their own community. So far from being “lost” to
the community from which they spring, children who are fully bilingual can
become role models and spokespersons for it through their achievements in
wider society, thereby gaining respect even from older and more traditional
community leaders.
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•

Secondly, there should be more and better teaching of history. Children should
learn at school “the story so far” of how and why the society and state of which
they will be citizens came to take its current form. is will equip them to
understand the contemporary culture and institutions of the country, and can
enable them to develop civic pride and a sense of belonging, with local
loyalties. But in a globalised world and a multicultural society, it must also
equip them as citizens of the world. is means it must be set firmly in the
context of world history, and include material on places, religions and cultures
with which pupils and their families are likely to identify – as well as the history
of migration itself. And it must develop their capacity for constructive
controversy and critical thought, including the questioning of established
narratives. If they leave school with both a secure sense of their place in the
world and the ability to think critically, they will be well on the way to
becoming good democratic citizens.

•

irdly, school curricula should include more civics. One way to think about
this is to set the education system the task of ensuring that all adult citizens
would pass whatever test is set for foreigners seeking to acquire citizenship. In
other words, they should have learnt at school to understand the general

LESSON 4: EDUCATION

principles of democracy and the rule of law, their rights and obligations in a
democratic state, and the particular institutions and customs of the society
they belong to, as well as the norms and values that hold it together and enable
it to function. As with history, this knowledge should be set in a global context,
including some understanding of the political or legal traditions and religious
institutions that immigrant communities may have brought with them, as well
as those with a longer history within the country. Education should help
members of all diﬀerent groups in society to understand each other, as well as
themselves.
Beyond the teaching of specific subjects, and perhaps even more important, is the
overall character of the school. As far as possible the composition of each school –
both students and teachers – should reflect the diversity of the wider society.11 But
this is not enough in itself. A recent study12 shows that even students in “desegregated”
schools in the United States and South Africa oen inhabit separate social worlds.
“ey take diﬀerent classes, they play on diﬀerent sports teams, and they sit with
separate groups in the cafeteria. Additionally, integration has yet to arrive on a broader
social level, in terms of acknowledging and attributing equal value to minority groups
within the community.”
In Germany, one pupil in every four, but only one teacher in every hundred, is
classified as possessing a migrant background. Several studies suggest that
postmigrant children of all backgrounds under-perform. Public debate tends to blame
this on the pupils themselves and their parents. More scientifically examined, the
reasons range from social exclusion and poverty, through underfunding and
insuﬃcient language teaching, to breakdowns in discipline and authority in the
classroom. Many states and cities have started initiatives to make schools more
friendly to migrants and postmigrants, and more eﬀective in giving them a good
education. Stuttgart, for instance, where 50% of children come from such a
background, has launched a programme with the title Migranten machen Schule –
which literally means “migrants make school” but could also mean “migrants are
exemplary.” It is based on the assumption that teachers with a migrant background
can change the dynamics of a highly diverse school because they are better equipped
to reach out to a diverse body of pupils, and can also become role models for children
who would otherwise not believe that someone “like them” could possibly study and
become a teacher. e programme therefore aims at increasing the number of such
teachers with a migrant background, while also promoting the teaching of migration45
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related issues, and training teachers, as well as school and government oﬃcials,
to think of diversity as an important resource. e programme’s value has been
acknowledged nationally, being included in the “integration plans” both of the federal
government and of the Länder.
One example of a school catering to a diverse student body is Oxford Spires Academy,
in Oxford, England. Formerly Oxford Community School, this once struggling school
reopened in 2011 under its new name. It has gained national attention for its academic
improvement, multicultural student body (over 50% of students have a first language
other than English), and embrace of reforms in school culture, including a school
uniform designed by the students themselves. Teachers at Oxford Spires use a
pedagogical technique called “constructive controversy”: students are encouraged to
take a viewpoint and research the arguments for it. ey make their case and then
listen to the opposing view proposed by others in the class. Next, they prepare a debate
from the viewpoint opposite to the one they first argued – aer which all who have
taken part have to explore what they have learnt from the process, and then bring
together ideas to create a final proposal. e primary aim of this is to deepen their
understanding of the issues under discussion, but other benefits have been noted:
students get better at working and learning together, and more confident about
speaking in public. We feel that this technique of “constructive controversy” is
precisely the kind of innovation that enables us to see and use diversity as an
enhancement of, not a limitation on, the primary value of freedom.
Children’s performance in school is also strongly influenced by the degree of support
that they, and the school, receive from their parents. In 2008-9 an experiment to
demonstrate this, called La mallette des parents, was carried out in the Paris suburb
of Créteil. Two sets of classes, with more than 5,000 pupils in each group, were chosen
by lot and compared throughout the school year. In one set, the parents were invited
to meetings with the team of teachers. Interpreters were provided for those who did
not speak French. ese meetings dealt with the way the school worked and the best
way to help the children interact with the teachers. ree to five meetings were
organized during the year, so that only a small investment (of about 1,500 euros per
year for each school) was required, and the eﬀect was very striking: more parents
made appointments to talk to individual teachers, more signed up to join parents’
associations, and the children were kept under better parental control. A definite
improvement in pupils’ behaviour was noted: less absenteeism, fewer suspensions,
fewer formal warnings, more pupils congratulated for good work. is eﬀect was
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noticeable both among the children whose parents had spontaneously volunteered
for the experiment and for those drawn in because the programme was made part of
the class curriculum. e programme, evaluated by an independent team of
researchers, was so successful that the following year it was decided to extend it to all
secondary schools in France over a period of three years.13
To sum up: for education to fulfil its all-important civic function, resources must be
made available where they are most needed – notably for teaching the national
language or languages to those who do not learn them from their parents, but also
more generally for ensuring that children from minorities or otherwise disadvantaged
groups enjoy genuine equality of opportunity. For instance, if parents from certain
communities are not sending their daughters to school, additional eﬀorts are required
to get the communities, and the individual parents, to understand why this is essential.
e same will apply, in equal measure, to white working class boys, and their families,
in places where they have been found to suﬀer from a lack of self-confidence.
e overall lesson that we deduce is:
Schools must have the curriculum and resources to perform their vital function of
preparing pupils for life as active citizens in a free society.
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Lesson Five: Labour markets and the workplace

Like education, the labour market and the workplace have an important civic function,
and not just an economic one. It is through them that many immigrants have the most
active daily interaction with the societies in which they live.
Historically in Europe employment in construction and large-scale industries such
as mining, steel and textiles was an important integrating factor, with trade unions
playing an important role, but in most countries the position of those industries, and
of the organized labour movement, has weakened in recent decades. At present, things
seem to work better in the United States, where labour force participation is higher
and, until the recent crisis, unemployment was lower among immigrants than among
those born in the country (see Figure 20). According to one leading American
migration economist, Philip Martin, “the best integration policy is full employment”.
Because there is no generous welfare system, low-skilled immigrants are quickly
integrated into the labour market, and oen it is employers who, out of self-interest,
provide language classes and other services that enable immigrants to establish
themselves.
e economist Martin Ruhs points out, however, that there is oen a trade-oﬀ between
the right to migrate to a country and the rights the migrant enjoys once he or she has
got there. If low-skilled migrant workers are accorded all the same rights and benefits
as indigenous workers, they are less likely to get jobs since they will be just as expensive
as local workers and may not speak the language or have other relevant local
knowledge. For this reason, the governments of some migrant-sending countries –
both new European Union member states in eastern Europe and developing countries,
led by India – have explicitly rejected equality of rights for their nationals working
abroad on the grounds that it constitutes a restrictive immigration policy measure.14
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! according to geographer Felicitas Hillmann, there is high unemployment
In Germany,
!
among the
! foreign-born, but many immigrants, and even more postmigrants, find
their own! way out of a constricted labour market (exacerbated by prejudice) by
!
becoming! self-employed entrepreneurs. ey set up small businesses which usually,
! exclusively, employ people from their own community. Such migrant
though not
'
entrepreneurship
has not conventionally been recognised as a form of labour-market
'
! but here reality may be ahead of academic thinking. In some German
integration,
!
Länder, foreigners
(including citizens of other EU member states) now account for
!
more than! 50% of all new business registrations, and the number of such registrations
has been ! rising steeply. is phenomenon is most pronounced in big cities. It has
!
created work
opportunities for migrants, stabilised those neighbourhoods with a high
!
presence ! of migrants and has oen provided a space for everyday contact across

diﬀerent communities.
Of our five countries, France is the one with by far the highest unemployment rate
among foreign-born residents, and the biggest diﬀerential between foreign-born and
native-born unemployment (see Figure 20). While this may in part be attributed to
an over-generous welfare state, it would be naïve to ignore the very real eﬀect of
prejudice and discrimination. In a country where Muslims of North African origin
form the largest postmigrant minority, a carefully designed experiment has confirmed
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already strong anecdotal evidence of discrimination. e study demonstrated that a
job applicant with a Muslim first name is well under half as likely to be called back or
summoned for interview by a prospective employer as a person with a Christian name
but otherwise exactly the same qualifications and ethnicity.15
Other European countries, even if better than France in this respect, are far from
blameless. In most of them the unemployment rate among migrants and postmigrants
is significantly higher than that of the population as a whole. is is not always
evidence of direct discrimination by employers, since sometimes it is caused by the
collapse of heavy industries, such as coalmining and automobile production, where
predominantly migrants and postmigrants worked; or by the application of a “last in,
first out” policy. But employment continues to be the area of social life where
discrimination is most frequently reported.16
e Open Society Foundations, in their “At Home in Europe” survey of the position
of the Muslim population in 11 European cities,17 point out that “there is a recognised
cycle of disadvantage that needs to be broken, as Muslims and other marginalised
groups tend to be located in areas with poor opportunities in housing, education,
employment and training, each of which reinforces and exacerbates the other factors,
and make it very diﬃcult for such groups to integrate or progress in the broader
society... Employment patterns are a gauge of the relative standing of diﬀerent groups
in society. Access to vocational training and participation in the labour market remain
at the core of economic integration, which requires not only opportunities for
employment, but employment in the mainstream labour market and in jobs that are
commensurate with individuals’ skills and qualifications.”
It is no doubt true that low-skilled temporary workers are more likely to find (or to
accept) low-paid jobs if they do not have the alternative of living on welfare. But while
this may contribute to higher labour force participation in the United States, where
the welfare system is not very generous for anyone, there are obvious dangers in
denying to longer-term residents – and a fortiori to postmigrants – rights and benefits
that are available to the rest of the population. We noted in Lesson One that there is
a correlation between citizenship and access to the labour market. Just as democracy
is undermined by having a large resident population without voting rights, so justice
is undermined by maintaining a large population of migrant workers with few rights
and therefore very little defence against exploitation. is is especially true of
undocumented migrants, who dare not complain for fear of being deported. It may
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suit some employers, but it is likely to increase the risk of unemployment for
indigenous workers, and generally to increase tensions between them and migrants
or postmigrants.
Our fih lesson is therefore that
Employers and colleagues must give migrants and postmigrants equal opportunities,
and help them integrate socially as well as economically.
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Lesson Six: Cities and local communities

In four of our five countries, immigrants and members of minorities were found to
identify more readily with the city where they live than with the country of which it
is part (the exception, Canada, is discussed in the Introduction). A classic example of
this phenomenon is the young man in Marseilles who, asked whether he was French
or Algerian, replied with a shrug “Je suis Marseillais”.18
is is not surprising, since throughout history towns and cities have been the main
sites of human diversity, where people of diﬀerent geographical background and
culture came together and lived side by side. ey are places where goods and ideas
are exchanged, and this has always been the main motor of economic and cultural
progress. In Arabic, as in Latin and the languages derived from it, the words for “city”,
“citizen”, “civil” and “civilisation” are all related to each other – and in Greek that
applies also to the word “politics”. e city, one could say, is the natural home of
democracy.
Today, too, it is in towns and cities that most encounters happen between people of
diﬀerent faiths, cultures and ethnic identities. While debates about multiculturalism
are carried on at the national level, it is in towns and cities that the reality of culturally
diverse societies is lived day by day, with all its excitement and creativity, and all its
problems. A sense of place is a vital element in identity formation – and this can
include the place where people live now, as well as the one they are from. By helping
define the place, civic leaders can help each resident to define her or his identity.
A special responsibility falls, therefore, on both the elected and the professional
oﬃcials who lead towns and cities. National leaders may set the legal framework for
their actions, and to some extent define the terms of debate. But it is the mayors and
city or district councils, working with voluntary groups of citizens, who have to deal
with the issues as they arise from day to day. In the last resort it is oen their wisdom,
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or lack of it, that determines whether or not people in a given area can live together
successfully, without conflict or unmanageable stress.
Cities bear a large responsibility for ensuring that culturally diverse societies are open
ones, in which people belonging to diﬀerent cultural groups, including those who are
perceived as recent arrivals or temporary residents, can feel at home and make their
own contribution, in their own way, to the common life of the city, and to its character
as a social space that is, at best, liberating and inspiring. If this is to happen peacefully
and fruitfully in diverse communities there must be dialogue between members of
the diﬀerent groups. It is necessarily a two-way exercise: members of the majority
population need to feel able to accept diﬀerence and newcomers as a contribution to
the future of their country, while members of the minorities must be equipped with
knowledge of, and be ready to play by, local “rules of the game”.
e Open Society Foundations’ “At Home in Europe” project19 has identified a number
of ways in which members of minorities can be encouraged to participate actively in
the common life of their city.
Sometimes it is the local authority that takes the initiative. For instance, a project by
Waltham Forest Council in London, which initially worked with young Muslims to
help them with issues relating to citizenship and conflict resolution, has now been
extended to include marginalised youths from all faiths, with a new emphasis on
vulnerability to gangs and crime, an issue that aﬀects youths from many diﬀerent
backgrounds. In Paris, the mayor has set up, and himself chairs, an advisory
Citizenship Council of non-EU Parisians, composed of 45 women and 45 men from
36 diﬀerent nationalities, with eight specialised commissions, dealing with such issues
as access to fundamental rights, international social services, cooperation, economic
development and training, information and communication, youth, culture and
education, quality of life, and gender equality.
e city of Roubaix, in northern France, has gone much further. It has made a point
of embracing its Muslim population, proportionately one of the largest in the country
(about 20%), and has taken discreet but pointed steps to promote an active Muslim
community. e mayor’s oﬃce has helped Muslims find places to worship, and has
established a consortium including a representative of each of the city’s religious
groups, as well as one from a group that supports laïcité, as a forum for discussing
how to respond to the groups’ various needs. e local government has also allowed
the appointment of a Muslim chaplain at the city hospital, and three areas of the city’s
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cemetery are designated for Muslims, a rarity in France. As a result, and despite one
of the worst unemployment rates in the country (22%), Roubaix is relatively exempt
from the ethnic and sectarian tensions that have aﬄicted other parts of France. In the
words of Sliman Taleb-Ahmed, president of the local association of Muslim
institutions, “our leitmotif is to live together, and in this living together there’s an
image that we wish to give of the Muslim community: that we are French citizens
before anything, before the religious aspect.”20
In other cases the initiative comes from civil society groups. In Marseilles they have
set up L’Université du Citoyen, an association which aims to bridge the gap between
institutions, public service providers and residents, and make it easier for citizens to
join in public activities, including decision-making processes. In East London, the
most diverse area of the UK’s capital, churches and mosques came together in 1996
to form the East London Communities Organisation, later renamed the more
ambitious Citizens UK, as its popularity and networks spread throughout the country.
It is a community-based, not issue-based organization, which means it is flexible in
listening to the diverse interests of its members. Its most notable achievement has
been the Living Wage campaign, since endorsed by a number of private sector
businesses and the Mayor of London. In Toronto the Maytree Foundation and the
Greater Toronto Civic Action Alliance felt the need to respond to research findings
showing that only 13% of Toronto’s municipal leadership were from a visible minority,
despite the fact that 49.5% of the population were from visible minorities. e
organizations launched the “DiverseCity” programme, with the goal of creating more
diverse leadership for the city in a range of fields, including political, corporate, media,
non-profit and legal.
It is sometimes groups from within the minorities themselves that take the initiative.
In Marseilles, for instance, Franco-Algerians (French citizens of Algerian origin) and
Algerians resident in the Provence-Alpes-Côte d’Azur region have come together to
form an organization which seeks to encourage participation in social and cultural
life in France, while defending the identity and rights of the communities in question.
ey aim at “a kind of return to roots not directed at religion”, nor at allegiance to the
parents’ country of origin, but rather at allegiance to France through a composite,
“Anglo-Saxon-style” or “hyphenated” identity, which would lay the foundations for a
new community.21 Another inspiring example of such initiatives from below came
aer the London riots of 2011, when people from all communities got together to
clean up the mess. at genuinely popular initiative provides the cover photograph
for this report.
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Foreigners who are legally resident in a town or city should be recognised as valuable
partners in a functioning local democracy, rather than being excluded from local
public life. An important way to achieve this is through the identity of the public
servants who carry out a city or local authority’s policies and represent it in its many
interfaces with the population. One European city that has tackled this responsibility
in an imaginative way is Hamburg in Germany, where since 2006 there has been a
special programme to recruit and integrate young people of migrant origin into the
public service training system, using the slogan “We are Hamburg! Won’t you join
us?” Every year the city’s public service department oﬀers more than 500 training
places in six diﬀerent occupational fields: general administration, law courts, prison,
police, fire service and tax authority. German or EU citizenship is not mandatory for
acquiring Beamte status, a civil service category which brings with it the prospect of
lifelong job security in the Hamburg administration. On successful completion of
training, there are good chances of being taken into secure employment. (It is notable
that the German cities which have the status of Land – Berlin, Hamburg and Bremen
– have been the most active, and in some respects most succcessful, in combining
freedom with diversity. is is partly because they have made intelligent use of their
legislative power, which other German cities do not have, being within larger Länder
and bound by the legislation of their Land parliament.)
Wherever possible – and for the same reasons – foreigners with the right of abode
should be given the vote in local elections, even before they become citizens entitled
to vote at the national level. is can improve relations between foreign residents and
other sectors of the community, thereby benefiting not only the foreign residents
themselves but the whole of society. Democracy begins at the local level, and true
local democracy requires the participation of all long-term residents of the
community.
Our overall conclusion, and sixth lesson, is that
Towns and cities have a unique role to play in creating a sense of shared community
and common purpose.
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Lesson Seven: Representation in the media

Almost all media are competing for market share, and therefore tend to report events
in the way that is most likely to arouse public interest. So they emphasize what is
dramatic, unusual or shocking – “If it bleeds, it leads” – with the result that almost all
groups or individuals that receive extensive media coverage (including mainstream
politicians) feel that they are being misrepresented, with undue emphasis on faults
and unduly negative interpretations. e more the medium is aimed at a mass
audience, the truer this is likely to be. Ethnic and religious minorities, and those most
oen described as “immigrants”, have a particularly strong sense of grievance, oen
feeling that they are only reported when they can be associated with crime, terrorism
or behaviour that is perceived as antisocial. ey also oen feel they are only an object
of media coverage, and never its subject – in the sense that they are being reported
on but not given the opportunity to do the reporting themselves and describe the
world as it appears to them. In particular, many Muslims feel that their religion and
their community are the object of constant vilification in the media.
•

Figures 21 to 24 suggest that, between 2000 and 2008, “terrorism” and
“terrorist” were the most common nouns used in Britain’s national newspapers
(tabloid and broadsheet) in conjunction with Islam and Muslims; that the most
common discourses about them came under the heading of “Terrorist threat”
or “Islam as dangerous”; and that terrorism was the news “hook” for over 35%
of stories about British Muslims (with only a slight edge for tabloid over
broadsheet newspapers).

•

In Germany, media experts have repeatedly pointed out that the media are
not representative of the country’s diverse society, either in the ethno-cultural
mix of onscreen media figures or in the choice and presentation of themes.
While Germany has become a country of immigration in recent decades,
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Figures 21 and 22: Coverage of Islam and Muslims in the UK
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Figure 23: Common discourses on Muslims

Most common topics of news stories about Muslims

Figure 24: News coverage of Muslims

News coverage of Islam in the UK Broadsheet vs. tabloid news hooks

59

FrEEDOM IN DIvErSITy

public discourse still oen presents German society as being a homogeneous
one, to which migrants and postmigrants do not and cannot fully belong.
Nearly a third of all Germans (30.8%) think that “people who have always lived
here should have more rights than those who have moved here later”; and
nearly half (47.1%) agree with the statement “ere are too many foreigners
living in Germany.”22 In a laudable attempt to encourage the media to present
a more accurate picture, the Freudenberg Foundation has sponsored the CIVIS
Media Prize for Integration and Cultural Diversity, which awards film, TV,
radio, print media and internet features that present issues related to migration,
integration and diversity fairly and sympathetically.
•

In Canada too, members of minorities are oen negatively portrayed. e
media were heavily criticized in 2010 over their portrayal of Tamil refugees,
notably in coverage of the arrival on the West Coast of Canada of the boat MV
Sun Sea, carrying 492 Tamil refugees. e coverage emphasized security and
terrorism risks, demonizing the refugee population rather than focusing on
their human rights. Even the leading weekly news magazine Maclean’s caused
a storm in 2010 with an article discussing whether or not Canadian universities
had become “too Asian”.23 More recently, in May 2013, the Toronto Star has
been criticized for its portrayal of the Somali community in a controversy over
a video of Toronto Mayor Rob Ford allegedly using crack cocaine. e paper
highlighted the fact that Ford was with “a group of Somali men involved in the
drug trade”, using the word “Somali” 11 times in a single article, thereby
reinforcing stereotypes of this Toronto minority as being composed essentially
of criminals.

Figures 25 and 26 show that, in at least four of our five countries (2011 data for Canada
are not yet available), the increase in clichéd, unsympathetic media portrayals of
minorities, especially immigrants, postmigrants and Muslims, has been accompanied
by a similar increase in unfavourable or negative attitudes towards Muslims, expressed
by respondents to major opinion polls such as the Pew Global Attitudes Survey. It
therefore seems not unreasonable to assume some causal connection between the two.
Research by the European Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia24 in fact
suggests a causal relationship between negative stereotyping in the media against
minorities and immigrants, and the rise of anti-immigrant sentiment and violence.
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Figure 25: Attitudes towards Muslims,
2008
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Note: The two charts suggest a massive deterioration in attitudes towards Muslims between 2008 and 2011. In the
2011 survey, PEW went for a slightly diﬀerent wording of the question allowing the respondent to voice a more
negative sentiment, without expressing a personal preference. The 2011 ﬁgures are hence probably more accurate
than the 2008 ones in measuring negative attitudes. The deterioration from 2008 to 2011 is hence not as signiﬁcant
as a quick glance at the charts would suggest.

But if Muslims regard the media as a threat, the reverse is also true. e furious
reactions of some Muslims to perceived slights to their religion has led them to be
widely seen as posing a threat to freedom of expression. is concern results from a
number of episodes, including the Rushdie aﬀair in 1989 and the Danish cartoons in
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2005-6.25 In these cases Islamist activists succeeded in instigating parts of the Muslim
communities to react with violence and death threats (including at least two actual
murders) to what they saw, or claimed to see, as extreme provocation – first, the
portrayal of the wives of the Prophet as prostitutes (albeit only dreamt by a character
in a novel), and then the publication of cartoons of the Prophet himself. Others
demanded that sacred symbols or beliefs should be protected from public insult, citing
the precedent of laws against Holocaust denial in some European countries. For a
basic summary of the current state of legal provisions on hate speech, religious hatred
and genocide denial in our five countries, see Figure 27. Partly as a result, the
mainstream media have become very cautious in their handling of such issues, which
in turn has led to charges, not without foundation, of self-censorship for fear of a
violent response.
Figure 27: Legal provisions pertaining to hate speech,
religious hatred and genocide denial
Legal provisions
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Source: respective penal and criminal codes, laws and regulations in the countries as available in open access
documents.
Note: hate speech laws prohibit communications that vilify a person or a group based on some personal criteria
such as race, ethnicity or religion. In all ﬁve countries there are laws banning hate speech in various forms with the
notable exception of federal law in the USA, where, as a general rule, only speech that causes immediate danger
can be punished. In the USA there are, however, state laws that deﬁne racial abuse as a punishable oﬀence.
Germany and France have adopted so-called ‘memory laws’ as a form of hate speech law punishing the denial of
genocides, most notably the holocaust. In France further memory laws are in place, though attempts to criminalise
the denial of the Armenian genocide have so far been unsuccessful. Overall, it can be said that among the countries
that have hate speech laws, Germany and France take a more restrictive stance than the UK and Canada, while the
USA has the least restrictions on free speech.
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e diﬃcult issues that constantly arise are illustrated by a recent episode in Britain
– the trial and conviction of a group of men of South Asian Muslim background who
had recruited young girls (mainly white) into a prostitution ring and subjected them
to abuse. is time, conventional media outlets went to great lengths to avoid
reporting the aﬀair in prejudicial, ethnic or religious terms, but the opposite was true
in online social media – by now possibly more influential, especially among young
people – where freelance commentators described the ethno-religious aspect of the
case as “the elephant in the room” (i.e. the dominant factor which mainstream media
were deliberately tiptoeing round).
Such cases will continue to confront the media with delicate choices, which we cannot
anticipate in detail, let alone prescribe. What does seem clear is that it is in the interest
both of the essential freedom of expression and of good community relations that
minorities should be properly represented in the media, in two distinct senses. First,
the media should cover the aﬀairs of minorities fully and fairly – without fear or
favour; and secondly, minority faces and voices should be well represented among
media professionals – those who can be seen and heard on TV and radio, those who
report and comment in print or online, and also those with editorial or gatekeeper
functions who decide what the public should or should not see and hear.
In this second sense, minorities remain underrepresented in the media in all of our
five countries, even if the evidence here is still fragmentary at this stage.
•

In Britain, the New Statesman magazine did a study in 2012, focusing mainly
on the print press. It found that non-white minorities were “largely absent”
from editorial and columnist positions, with a few notable exceptions in the
Guardian, Independent and Sunday Times. (e Guardian in particular has
made a serious eﬀort to open its widely read Comment is Free pages online to
a range of voices, including British Muslim writers who sharply disagree with
each other.) ings seem to be significantly better on television, however, with
the public broadcasters – BBC and Channel 4 – recognised as having made
particular eﬀorts to reflect diversity as well as to explain it.

•

In France, under-representation of ethnic minorities in the mass media has
become a topical issue, especially since the riots in the Parisian suburbs in
2005. e Conseil Supérieur de l’Audiovisuel issues an annual report on diversity
in French television, which continues to find a persistent pattern of under63

FrEEDOM IN DIvErSITy

representation, with no substantial change since 2011. In fact, the appearance
of a non-white person in a visible leading position on TV – such as Harry
Roselmack, a black presenter on TF1’s evening news, or Patricia Loison (born
in India) on France 3 – is still rare enough to be treated as a major news item
in itself.
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•

In Germany, only very few anchormen and women with non-ethnic German
backgrounds can be seen on TV, with the notable exception of Dunya Hayali,
anchorwoman of the ZDF breakfast news programme since 2007. But there
are signs of a significant, if slow, process of change. A wide range of civil society
initiatives aim at making the coverage of migration and cultural diﬀerence
fairer, and at increasing the proportion of postmigrants working in the media.
e Berlin-based Neue Deutsche Medienmacher, for example, is an association
of media people from non-ethnic-German backgrounds, who aim at increasing
the presence of migrants in the German media.

•

In Canada, multiculturalism is a key principle of the Broadcasting Act of 1991,
which states that the Canadian broadcasting system should, through both its
programming and employment opportunities, “serve the needs and interests,
and reflect the circumstances and aspirations, of Canadian men, women and
children, including equal rights, the linguistic duality and multicultural and
multiracial nature of Canadian society and the special place of aboriginal
peoples within that society”. Overall, Canada’s media is extremely diverse, with
over 250 newspapers in languages other than English, more than two dozen
ethnic radio stations, and many ethnic television stations.

•

For the United States, figure 28 shows the representation of five main ethnic
groups among guest interviewees on the three most widely watched evening
cable news programmes. On all three channels, non-Hispanic whites (63% of
the population) are heavily overrepresented, and Latinos (17%) grossly
underrepresented. African-Americans (13%) are overrepresented on MSNBC
but under on the other two, while Asians and people of Middle Eastern descent
apparently do better on CNN. (All four minority groups are underrepresented
on Fox.) ere is an increase in minority-focused websites and online media
outlets, but the Pew Excellence in Journalism Project notes that the Arab
American news media are still only “nascent”.
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Figure 28: Ethnic Diversity of interviewees on
US cable evening news in April 2013

Source: Media Matters 2013.
Note: Media Matters conducted a review of guests on 13 evening cable news shows on CNN, Fox News, and MSNBC
during the month of April 2013.

It is important that the two forms of representation are not conflated. Minority aﬀairs
should not be reported exclusively by minority journalists; nor should minority
journalists be used only or mainly to report on issues aﬀecting their own ethnic or
religious group – any more than we would expect gay journalists to report only about
LGBT aﬀairs, or women correspondents only on women’s issues. It is essential that
well-qualified members of minorities are seen to be trusted, not just to describe the
experience of their own community, but as general reporters, authority figures and
specialists in issues unconnected with their ethnic/religious identity – as, for example,
in the case of Faisal Islam, the economics correspondent for Britain’s Channel 4 News.
And so our seventh lesson is
Minorities must be fully represented both in the media and by the media.

65

Lesson Eight: The duty to speak out

e state should not place limits on freedom of expression, except where absolutely
necessary for the prevention of violence or material damage, and the protection of
privacy when there is no public interest at stake. We recognise that this core liberal
principle is interpreted somewhat diﬀerently in France and Germany, where denial
of the Holocaust and some other historical facts is banned by law. While such
“memory laws” need to be understood in the context of the experiences of World War
II, we believe that they not only limit freedom of expression but may also have a
negative eﬀect on community relations, particularly when the hallowed truths of one
community are protected by law, while those of others are not.
As a general rule, the battle for public opinion does not belong in the law courts. But
that only makes it more important to fight it where it does belong, namely in the media
and public debate. Slanders and stereotypes should not be le unanswered, as they
may have a corrosive influence on social cohesion and our chances of living together
in freedom and diversity.
e American political scientist Corey Brettschneider usefully distinguishes between
the state’s “coercive” and its “expressive” role.26 While it must maintain “freedom for
the thought that we hate” in law, that should not prevent it “speaking” clearly itself—
through memorial days (e.g. Holocaust memorial day), museums, monuments,
ceremonies, parliamentary declarations and the statements of government leaders.
Yet this obligation does not lie only on the state, or on those holding power in it. Not
only people in positions of authority, but also those whose celebrity or profession gives
them privileged access to the public eye or ear, have a responsibility to give wherever
possible a fair and accurate account of the beliefs, culture and activities of other
groups, to condemn racial or religious abuse, and to refute misleading generalisations
or stereotypes wherever they may encounter them. ey must be aware of the impact
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of their statements, even casual ones, on both minority and majority attitudes. is
does not mean suppressing the adversarial nature of political and social debate, which
is essential for democratic decision-making, and oen valuable in itself. Rather, it
means ensuring that there is indeed a robust debate about questionable generalisations
which stereotype or insult members of a group or adherents of a religion, and which
may otherwise be in danger of gaining acceptance by default.
As noted in Lesson Seven, even where mainstream media have begun to be more
careful about their portrayal of minority groups, hatred and stereotyping are oen
given free rein in online social media, which are increasingly influential in forming
public opinion. It is all the more important that they are not le unanswered there
either, and here responsibility falls not only on public figures as conventionally
understood, but also on everyone who is active online, and especially those who have
a sizeable audience for what they write on these subjects. e Institute for Strategic
Dialogue has published a useful guide to the skills and strategies needed to counter
and refute extremist and radicalising narratives with some hope of success.27
Needless to say, this applies with equal force to members of minorities, who should
not only refrain from using the internet and social media to preach prejudice and
intolerance, let alone violence, against the majority population or the institutions of
the democratic state in which they live, but should actively oppose them wherever
they appear. It is essential that people speak out against abuse and stereotyping not
only of their own group, but also when it is done by members of their group. It will
not serve the cause of living together in freedom if Muslims only speak out to defend
Muslims, Jews only against verbal attacks on Jews, Somalis only against attacks on
Somalis, liberals only in defence of liberals, and so on. Indeed, as George Orwell
showed us, we have a duty to be especially critical of the falsehoods or half-truths
produced by our own side.
Many civil society groups and public figures have spoken out. One of the earlier ones
in France was “SOS Racisme”, the anti-racism NGO founded in 1984 with its catchy
logo of an upheld hand bearing the slogan “Touche pas à mon pote” (“Hands oﬀ my
pal”). In Britain, Searchlight magazine responded to the propaganda of the far-right
British National Party and anti-Muslim English Defence League by launching the
“Hope not Hate” campaign, whose supporters work within communities where
organized racists are attracting support, for instance going into pubs and joining in
or striking up conversations. At the same time, groups such as the Quilliam
Foundation have worked hard to combat extremism within Muslim communities. In
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football, FIFA launched its international “Say No To Racism” campaign in 2006. In
Germany the then federal President Christian Wulﬀ declared in 2010, at the height
of the “Sarrazin Debate” (see Lesson Ten below), that “Christianity doubtless belongs
in Germany. Judaism belongs doubtless in Germany. at is our Judeo-Christian
history. But now, Islam also belongs in Germany”. In Canada, Calgary’s Mayor Naheed
Nenshi, the first Muslim mayor of a major North American city, has used his position
to speak out against racism and discrimination, and to encourage a pluralist image of
Canada where one can be both a devout Muslim and a “committed Canadian”.28
But many more such examples are needed. We strongly recommend that
Public figures, and people with a significant presence online, should challenge
stereotypes and misleading generalisations about any group.

69

Lesson Nine: Politics

One important test of successful integration is the participation of minorities in the
political process, starting with their exercise of the right to vote. Figures 29 and 30
show that, as of 2010, a smaller percentage of foreign-born than of native-born men
and women reported themselves as having voted in the most recent national election
in all five of our case-study countries – the diﬀerence being highest among women in
Germany and lowest among both men and women in Canada. We do not have
corresponding figures for native-born members of minorities.
It is important that minorities should be, and feel, empowered, but this is not achieved
by recognising self-appointed minority leaderships, or by ascribing to people identities
which they do not themselves choose. We alluded in the Introduction to the search
of states for interlocuteurs valables through whom they can deal with minorities, and
the fact that this has sometimes led states to promote and empower self-appointed
“community leaders”, some of them with dubious credentials.
Figures 29 and 30: Self-reported voter participation

Self-reported voter participation for men in most recent election, 2010
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Self-reported voter participation for women in most recent election, 2010

Source: OECD International Migration Database.
Note: voting participation is measured by asking whether an individual cast a ballot in the most recent national
election. Note that self-reported participation rates are generally much higher than the actual participation rates
recorded by election authorities.

Here are examples of attempts made to engage the Muslim communities in our three
European case-study countries:
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•

e French Council of the Muslim Faith was set up in 2003, ostensibly as a
non-governmental organization but with strong support from Nicolas Sarkozy,
then Minister of the Interior. His idea was to bring together the rival currents
in French Islam and give an oﬃcial voice to the country’s second largest faith.
From the start, however, the Council was racked by rivalry between Muslim
leaders of Algerian and Moroccan origin, supported by their respective
governments, while both feared the influence within it of the more radical
Union of Islamic Organisations in France. By 2008 it was almost universally
seen as at best ineﬀective and at worst dangerous. Its track record, according
to the well known French specialist on Islam, Olivier Roy, was “zero – on the
training of imams, nothing; on appointing chaplains, nothing; on contributing
to public debates, nothing.”29

•

e Muslim Council of Britain (MCB), an umbrella body of Muslim
organizations set up in 1997, was less directly government-sponsored but has
also been cultivated by public authorities in search of a channel of
communication with a partly imaginary “Muslim community”. Its
representativeness has been widely questioned. In the words of a sympathetic
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journalist, Madeleine Bunting,30 “to the extent that the government over-relied
on the MCB, it was due to the laziness of the government wanting only to hear
one voice – the colonial model of ‘bring me your headman’.” She added that
the MCB was “not democratic, it is not representative and it can be divisive”.
None the less, it was “the biggest Muslim organization in this country and the
one that has achieved the greatest degree of non-factionalism and nonsectarianism”, and therefore, in her view, it should not be excluded from the
government’s engagement with “a wide range of Muslim organizations”.
•

e German Islam Conference was convened by Wolfgang Schäuble in 2006,
when he was Germany’s federal Minister of the Interior, and has met annually
since then. Its object is to provide an institutionalised forum for dialogue
between government (at federal, state and local levels) and Germany’s growing
Muslim population. At the 2007 conference, a new body was launched: the
Coordinating Council of Muslims in Germany, a kind of “umbrella of umbrellas”,
bringing together the four largest Muslim umbrella organizations in Germany
– the Turkish Islamic Union for Religious Aﬀairs, the Islamic Council of
Germany, the Central Council of Muslims in Germany and the Association of
Islamic Culture Centres. However, while Schäuble’s successors continue to
express satisfaction with the Islam Conference, and Muslim organizations believe
it is important to continue the dialogue, some have also called the talks in their
present form “pointless”. An opposition parliamentary leader has charged that
the present minister, Hans-Peter Friedrich, “is only interested in security and
terrorism” and has led the Conference to a “dead end”.31 It has also been noted that
many Muslim organizations, including some of those that belong to the Islam
Conference and the Coordinating Council, remain under long-term observation
by the intelligence services. (See Lesson Ten below.)32

In all three cases the intentions may have been commendable; yet the desire of state
agencies to interact with one body representing all Muslims (even while dealing
separately with a wide range of Christian groups) has almost always been too
obviously driven by the security agenda and a sense of distrust towards Muslim
organizations. In principle, therefore, it is preferable if members of minorities can
express themselves through regular democratic institutions, rather than ad hoc bodies
created or promoted by the state. Where there are already relatively well-organized
and representative bodies (as for instance in Germany), the state should interact with
them in the same way as it does with the main Christian denominations.
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Clearly, in a democracy, members of minorities must be free not only to vote, but also
to organize themselves, as they see fit – including, if they so wish, in separate
parties formed to advance their specific interests. If they are denied this freedom
there is a danger that they will feel the system is excluding or discriminating against
them, and either relapse into apathy or contest the system through undemocratic
means.
It is, however, even more desirable, indeed essential, that migrants, postmigrants and
members of minorities should participate in mainstream parties, based on shared
interests, values and policies, and make their voices heard in and through them. e
question of how one secures such representation in the high places of a free country
– not just in political parties but also in the law courts, the police, the civil service and
so on – is a famously diﬃcult one. Aﬃrmative action, particularly in the form of
quotas, risks the accusation that one is undermining foundational principles of equal
opportunity and selection by merit. ‘So now you are discriminating against us!’ cry
the members of a disgruntled majority (sometimes, as in the case of the white English
working class, themselves underprivileged and educationally deprived). It further
risks undermining the credibility of those of minority background who are promoted
to senior positions (‘she’s only there because she’s...’).
None the less, such visible representation is enormously important, in politics as in
the media, and can have a positive impact much wider than the relatively small
number of people involved. ere is no simple or absolutely fair way of achieving this.
One curious – and inimitable – example comes from the upper house of the oldest
democracy among our five countries. Since members of the British House of Lords
are not elected, the government has simply appointed prominent members of the
Hindu, Sikh, Muslim, Jewish, Asian British and other communities to be peers of the
realm. eir ennoblement sends a powerful message of recognition and opportunity
to all members of the communities from which they come: ‘you, too, could be a Lord
or a Lady!’
is expedient is not, however, available to most democratic countries, and is in any
case no substitute for the work of parties competing in a genuinely democratic process.
In order to achieve this, parties must make eﬀorts to ensure that people from
minorities can achieve positions of real power (and not just token prominence) within
their own ranks. e Greens in Germany have shown that this is possible by electing
Cem Özdemir, the son of a Turkish-Circassian guest-worker, as their co-chairperson.
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e Social Democrats have a long history of participation by immigrants and
postmigrants, not least thanks to close relations with trade unions. e Free
Democrats have also been keen on incorporating postmigrant members (and MPs),
but the Christian Democrats have been much slower in opening up to such people,
particularly those of Muslim and/or Turkish heritage. at said, there is a growing
number of Christian Democrat politicians with a Turkish/Muslim heritage on the
local level (particularly in North Rhine-Westphalia), who are slowly rising through
the ranks, and there is a German-Turkish Forum, which seeks to strengthen Turkish
representation within the party.
Of Canada’s three major parties, the New Democratic Party is the most active and
explicit in recruiting visible minorities. It has adopted an aﬃrmative action policy
which requires riding (constituency) associations actively to seek candidates from
visible minorities and provides such candidates with financial assistance once they
are selected. Neither the Conservative nor the Liberal Party has such an explicit
aﬃrmative action policy. In the 2004 election it was the Conservative Party that fielded
the largest number of minority candidates, many of them in winnable ridings, but in
2006 the party ran significantly fewer, and most of them where it had little chance of
winning. Historically, the Liberals have had more visible minority candidates than
the other major parties, but this has shied in recent years. In the 2008 election, they
were the least likely to nominate candidates from visible minorities, and placed only
7% of new minority candidates in winnable ridings, in contrast to 30% of new white
candidates.33
In Britain, the Labour party made a choice to cultivate minority representation, with
minority groups tending to be most numerous in what had traditionally been Labour
constituencies, and concentrated also at the lower end of the socio-economic scale
where lewing policies generally have greatest appeal. is enabled relatively large
numbers of candidates from minority backgrounds to win parliamentary seats as well
as positions of power in local government. For some years now, television coverage
of the British House of Commons has shown a striking contrast between the multicoloured ranks of the Labour party, visibly diverse in background (and gender), and
the still largely white, male ranks of the Conservatives. More recently the Conservative
Party has begun to diversify its visible representation quite rapidly. is has a political
logic for the party, since many of Britain’s main minority groups incline to be both
entrepreneurial and socially conservative. It may also have a wider positive impact,
since the existing voter base of conservative parties is oen the least sympathetic to
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migrants and to diversity. It will be interesting to see if the Republican Party in the
United States, which lost the 2012 election largely thanks to minority, and particularly
Hispanic, votes for President Obama, follows a similar path.
Our conclusion is that
Active steps need to be taken, notably by political parties, to ensure that minorities
and their members are fully represented through established democratic institutions.
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Lesson Ten: How attitudes are changed

We should distinguish clearly between what must be required by law in a free country
and what is desirable for living together in a free country in mutual enrichment. e
first category includes basic rights and freedoms, while the second includes such
things as “mutual respect” – which is clearly important but cannot be compelled: it
needs to exist in people’s hearts and minds. It goes without saying that respect should
also be reflected in outward behaviour, but it is not practicable, and is generally
counterproductive, to treat it as a right which can be claimed by law. People should
show respect for each other, but failure to do so is a subjective matter, except when it
goes so far as to infringe clearly defined rights, violations of which can be objectively
determined. e burden of proof should always be on those who seek to extend legal
restrictions and create new punishable oﬀences, thereby imposing new limits on the
rights and freedoms of others.
We believe that a better common life in today’s diverse societies ultimately depends
less on legal compulsion, and more on enabling people of diﬀerent cultures and
persuasions to feel that they actually need to live together, and can do so without
feeling threatened, because they are all members of the same society and nation. Such
feelings will depend, in large part, on the “signals” that diﬀerent parts of society are
receiving from each other, whether or not these signals are consciously and
deliberately emitted. At this point one needs to stretch the notion of “public policy”
to its furthest extent. We are all members of the public, and in the last resort it is the
personal responsibility of every one of us who lives in a diverse society to pay attention
to the signals we are sending to our neighbours in our everyday interactions with
them. ose actions – at school, at work, on the street, in the local shop or café – will
aﬀect the attitudes of migrants and postmigrants at least as much as any high policy.
As one of us (Timothy Garton Ash) writes in an essay which expands on this theme:
“Small slights alienate, small courtesies integrate.”34
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Some signals are, however, picked up more widely than others, and they can be
negative as well as positive. Some very powerful ones were received by Muslims in
Germany from the reception of ilo Sarrazin’s book Deutschland scha sich ab
(“Germany abolishes itself ”), published in 2010, which argued that Germany is in
imminent danger of being taken over by Muslims, and that genetic and religious
reasons explain the underperformance of Muslim immigrants, particularly of Turks.35
e issue here was not the author’s right to publish his views, nor even primarily the
reaction of the political and cultural elite, which did by and large distance itself from
those views. More important was the reaction of a significant part of the popular press
and general public, which behaved as if Sarrazin’s statements had unmasked an elite
conspiracy to deny or conceal what everyone knew to be true. e book led the bestseller lists for a year, selling more than 1.5 million copies. According to a Bertelsmann
poll in 2013,36 more than 50% of Germans regarded Islam as more a threat than an
enrichment. (36% of West Germans said they felt the same about atheism and 19% of
all Germans about Judaism.)
A recent research project, Signals from the majority,37 looked specifically at the impact
on immigrant and minority communities in Germany of two contemporary issues:
the public debate about male circumcision in 2012, and the long-term surveillance of
certain Muslim organizations by the Verfassungsschutz (Agency for the Protection of
the Constitution). e circumcision debate began in May 2012, when a Cologne court
eﬀectively outlawed male circumcision in Germany, and ended, at least formally, when
the Bundestag passed a law re-legalising it seven months later. In between these two
events a wide range of actors came out against circumcision, oen in an aggressive
and vehement way. is shocked many Jews, particularly because of some of the
images used, depicting them as bad parents, child molesters, and members of a prerational religious community which needed to assimilate to German values. Many
Jews found the debate intrusive and disrespectful, and some voiced serious concerns
about the future of Jewish life in Germany.
e second case study explored the surveillance of non-violent Islamist movements
deemed to be “not in conformity” with the German constitution. Many of their
members could not understand why their group was subjected to surveillance, since
they explicitly rejected violence and radical views while seeking to participate in
German society as Muslims.
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In a sense, both these debates can be said to have had positive outcomes: circumcision
has been legally secured, and racist explanations of socio-economic diﬀerences
between ethnic and religious groups have been publicly rejected by most oﬃcial and
mainstream independent commentators. Yet the “signals” received by both Jews and
Muslims le many of them wondering whether they will ever be accepted in Germany
as equal citizens.
Even in Canada, which scores so well in our Indicators, civic organizations sometimes
emit negative signals. For instance, the Quebec Soccer Federation imposed a ban on
the wearing of turbans and other religious headwear during soccer matches. e
organization only lied it (in June 2013) aer being suspended by the Canadian Soccer
Association and aer FIFA had issued a directive confirming the legality of such
headwear.38
It is vital that there should be positive signals to counterbalance the eﬀect of such
negative ones. e ability and willingness of members of minorities to feel that they
belong to a nation, and for majorities to accept them as part of it, will depend in large
part on such signals over time – on the way a nation or society presents or depicts
itself, and the way minorities are depicted or represented, not only in political and
social discourse but also in cultural products such as soap operas, feature films,
popular novels, museums, sporting events and so on. e American TV sitcom e
Cosby Show, which portrayed the life of an upper middle class African-American
family living in Brooklyn in the late 1980s and early 90s, is widely recognised as a
breakthrough moment in the way that community has been seen and has seen itself
within wider society. ere is now a vigorous debate about whether sitcoms that
highlight recognizable Hispanic actors working in English-language television such
as ABC’s Modern Family – which Republican Presidential nominee Mitt Romney
proclaimed his favourite TV show in 2012 – can do the same for the Hispanic
community. So far, most Hispanic viewers have prefered the Spanish-language
telenovela La Que No Podía Amar, which airs during the same weekly time slot as
Modern Family. In Canada, Little Mosque on the Prairie, the comedy series aired on
CBC from 2007 to 2012 which depicted the lives of Muslim and Christian characters
in a prairie town in Saskatchewan, was well received by both Muslim and non-Muslim
Canadians.
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Another interesting example is the widely watched opening ceremony of the 2012
London Olympics. is was a long, exuberant and partly ironic self-portrait of the
British nation, which mixed several strands: a traditional narrative (cricket, green
fields, Shakespeare), multicultural diversity, pop music, and widely treasured public
goods such as the National Health Service. Many members of minorities, as well as
of the white British majority, responded warmly to this very high-profile and quasioﬃcial event, in which the Queen herself made an unexpected cameo appearance,
alongside James Bond.
People’s picture or understanding of their own society, and of their place in it, derives
in no small degree from the way it is presented in such cultural, sporting and social
contexts, as well as from their direct experience of everyday interactions. We believe
more attention needs to be paid to understanding this apparently “so” yet actually
crucial dimension of combining diversity and freedom. is lesson is not easy to
encapsulate in a single sentence, but we can say that
For everyone in a diverse society, the feeling of belonging together depends crucially
on the social and cultural signals sent and received every day.
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